
luly 28, 2003 

Ex Parte Presentation 

Marlene H Dortch, Secretary 
Federal Coinmunications Coniinission 
445 12th Street, S W 
Washinglon, D c‘ 20554 

Re Applicufioti lm SIIC C’on~mutiicti~roirs ltic , et u l  for Provision oJIn-Region, 
IilicvLATA .S‘evvicc~.~ 171 Michigun, WC Docket No 03-138 

Dear Ms Dortch 

On behalf of SBC C:oniniunications Inc (.‘SBC), J am writing to provide the 
(~~ommissioii with additional inlormation concerning the results of SRC’s analysis of the 
1,941 telephone numbers that A’f&T identified as numbers that SBC has been billing 
iiicorrectly See AT&T Coniiiicnls al 26-27. AT&I’s DeYoung/Tavares Decl. 111 7-13 & 
Exhs 1-5 

I n  its l u l y  2. 2003, comments i n  this procecding, AT&T alleged that it had 
reviewed its March bill and identified over 28,000 telephone numbers for which SBC’s 
billing did no1 corrcspond to the custoincr records i n  AT&T’s end-user billing system. 
A7 &T acknouledgcd that 5nme of thcsc discrepancies could be the result of “events 
unrelated to 311 error in  SHC’s billing systems ” AT&T Comments at 26 Hence, AT&T 
chose to set aside 26,700 iiumbcrs AT&T then asscrted that i t  had conducted a .‘detailed, 
manual, ;ind resource-inteiisivc analysis o f the  remaining 2,l 14 telephone numbers ” E, 
set‘ also ATKcT’s L)cYoung/Tavnrcs Decl 7 7. AT&T alleged that it had ”confirmed 
hilling errors with 1,941 ~~ or 92 pcrcent ~ of ’  these numbers See AT&T Comments at 26. 
Spccitic;tlly, AT&T asscrtcd (hat 1,610 d t h c ~ c  numbers were being over-billed becausc 
they did not belong to AT&T a1 all and that 322 of these numbers were being under-billed 
because AT&‘I hac1 not received a CABS bi l l  or a DUF kilc for them. 
A I &T‘s DcYoung/~l-avarc.; Dcc l  ‘rT 8-9 On the basis ofthis analysis, AT&‘l‘s declarmts 
unccluivocally stated that “[tlhcsc errors alonc demonstrate conclus~vely that SBC I S  still 
Issuing cmoneoiis wholesale bi l ls and has yet to resolve the fundamental undcrlying 
Iproblem w t h  its wholcsale billing system ‘’ 

at 26-27, 

7 4 (emphasis added) 
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.As SBC stated in its Supplemental Reply Comments. it would have preferred to 
address ATXT’s concerns on a business-to-business basis, because these billing issues are 
coiiiplicatcd and thcir resolution requires a substantial commitment of time and resources. 

Supp Reply Comments at 8, BrownlCottrell/Flynii Joint Supp. Reply Aff 728  (Reply 
App , Tab 2) On Friday, July 25. 2003, SBC shared the detailed results of its analysis 
with ATXT, as i t  would Iiave done had the these issues been presented through normal 
business channels See Attachment. As SBC discussed in its Supplemental Reply 
Comments and its descrihed in detail in the attached letter, SBC has determined that 
roughly 75 percent of the discrepancies identified by AT&T with respect to the 1,941 
telephonc numbers in  qucstion reflect, in fact, AT&T record-keeping errors SBC will 
continue to work with AT&T on a busincss-to-business basis to resolve these 
di screpa inc ies 

As noted above, these are complcx matters, and i t  is entirely possible that, as SBC 
and AT&T work together to resolve these discrepancies (assuming, of course, that AT&T 
accepts SBC’s invitation to do so). a Iew telephone numbers could move from the category 
of AT&T “errors ’. What is absolutely clear. howevcr, is that the “discrepancies” identified 
by AT&T with respect to these 1,941 telephone numbers 
demonstrate” anything. much less that “SBC is still issuing erroneous wholesale bills” or 
that i t  “has yct to resolve the fundamental underlying problem with its wholesale billing 
systcm ’’ AT&T should have dealt with these issues on a business-to-business basis. 
Instead, ATXT has recklessly filled this record with false statements regarding the 
accuracy of the bills it receives from SBC As AT&T well knows, this Commission has 
rcpcatedly made clear that a section 271 application is not the proper place to resolve 
operational issucs that are susceptible to rcsolution before the appropriate state 
commissions See, e E ,  Pennsylvania Order 7 108, Texas Order7 383. 

“conclusively 

ATXT’s dccision to wait to raise thcsc issues in its supplemental comments in this 
proceeding is an obvious errort to leveragc thc regulatory process to block section 271 
relief for Michigan Relying oin such erroneous claims by AT&T, the Department of 
Justice concluded that “the CLECs make credible allegations that they are continuing to 
receive wholrsalc bills from SBC that contain substantial inaccuracies ” D0.I Evaluation 
at 7 (emphasis added) As SBC‘ has nom demonstrated. however, AT&T’s claims are 
simply not crcdiblc at all 

The attached matcrials include information that AT&T has identified is 
confidential Accordingly. pursuant to the Commission’s rules governing the handling of 
such information. SBC I S  filing one copy of this letter with the confidentla1 matenal 
attached Iinquirics regarding access to the confidential material should be addressed to 
Kcbin Walker, Kellogg, Huber, Hansel?, Todd &Evans, PLLC, 1615 M Street, N . W ,  Suite 
100, Washington, D C , 20036, (202) 107-7820 

R E D A C I E D  - FOR PUBLIC INSPECTION 



Marlcnc H. Dorlcti 
l u l y  28, 2003 
Pagc 3 

Ex Parte Presentation 

It1 accordance with this Commission’s Public Notice, DA 03-2039 ( l u n e  19, 2003), 
SBC is liling the original and two copies of the redacted version of this letter and the 
attachment Thank you for your kind assistance in this matter. 

SI ncerely, 

/.lames C. Smith 

Attaclirnenl 

cc GinaSpade 
Beii Chtlders 
Susan Pit2 

Rodney Gregg 
Layla Selrafi-Najar 
Qualcx Iittcmational 
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